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REMARKS 

Upon entry of this paper, no claims are amended. Hence, claims 1-23 are pending, of 
whichclaims 1,4, 11, 17, and21 are independent. Applicant respectfully submits that the 
pending claims define over the art of record. 

Hq untfon of r l»T™ "nder *T T T - R - r ~ 

Claims l, 2, 4, 5, 8, 9, 11-13, and 16-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C §102(b) as being 
anticipated by United States Patent No. 6,012,090 to Chung et al. (hereafter "Chung"). Apphcant 
respectfully submits that Chung does not disclose the limitation of. vebpage with a first and 
second embedded software facility, said first embedded software facility including a reference to 
a source of computer-executable code for determining a trust proxy setting in a web browser, 
said second embedded software facility including a reference to a source of computer executable 
code, as required by independent claims 1.4.11. 17,and2l and their dependent clam*. 

The Examiner's response to the last amendment on page 1 1 of the Office Action argues 
that Chung shows the step of determining a trust proxy setting as shown in Fig. 3, Proxy settmg 
138 in browser 106, and col. 1 1 , lines 1 1-30. Applicant respectfully submits that the words 
>oxy setting" do not appear in col. 11, lines 1 1-30. Furthermore, Applicant respectfully 
submits that although Chung shows a proxy setting 138 in Fig. 3, it is not the same as a trust 
proxy setting of the claimed invention. In the present application, Applicant defines the trust 
proxy setting as "the setting enabling the web browser to accept the results of the proxy textual 
name equivalence conversion". See Page 4. first paragraph. Therefore, this definition of trust 
proxy setting should be used to interpret the claim language, and not any proxy settmg. See 
MPEP 2111.01. Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner fails to prov ld e 
sufficient showing that Chung discloses the limitation of determining a trust proxy setnng. The 
mere existence of aproxy setting is not an equivalence of a limitation of determining^ 
setting. Additionally, Applicants respectfully submit that in the present application, de— g 
a trust proxy setting means checking if the trust proxy setting is enabled. Therefore, although 
Chung discloses manually setting a proxy setting at Col. 10, lines 17-19, Applicant respectfully 

submits^tsemngap^ rf r 

Additionally, Applicant respectfully submits that there are many proxy settings, and Chung does 
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not specify what proxy setting 138 is. Therefore, eve* if manually setting a proxy setting is 
equivalent to determining a proxy setting, Apphcant respectfully submits that Chung doe, not 
disclose the limitation of determining a trust proxy setting. 

Additionally, Chung does not disclose the- limitation of a first embedded software facility 
including a reference to a source of computer-executable code for determining a trust proxy 
setting a web browser. Chung discusses an access applet and a registration applet. However, 
neither of them has a reference to a source of computer-executable code i., determining a trust 
proxy setting in a web browser. Furthermore, Chung does not disclo S e the limitation of a 
page with a first and second embedded software facility. The access applet and the region 
applet are both on a client as shown in Fig. 3 and not included in a we* page. 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that Chung does not teach or suggest the 
Citation of a wbpage with a first and second embedded software facility, said first embedded 
software facility including a reference to a source of computer-executable code for determent 
a trust proxy setting in a web browser, said second embedded software facility including a 
reference toasource of computer executable code, as required by independent claims 1,4, 11, 

17, and 21 and their dependent claims. 

With respect to claims 2, 9, 16, 1 8, and 22, the Examiner argues on page 3 of the Office 
Action that Fig. 3 of Chung shows "first embedded software (Access Applet) is stored at a 
r^ote location from the web page 106". Applicant respectfully submits that reference 106 « 
used by Chung to refer to a web broker application and not a web page. See Chung Fig- 3 and 
related text. Applicant respectfully submits that a web browser application is not equivalent to a 
web page. Additionally, even if reference numeral 1 06 is used to refer to a web page, the access 
applet is not stored ataremote location from the web page, since both theweb page and the 
access applet are stored on client 12, which is a single device such as a personal computer. See 
Chung Fig. 3. and Col 5, lines 21-22. One of ordinary skill in the art will understand that remote 
location means remote in physical location and not different in memory location with» one 
memory device. As set forth above, Chung fails to disclose the limitation at a vebpage having a 
first and second embedded software facility and the Umitation of the first embedded software 
facility including a reference to a sourc* of computer-executable code for determining a trust 
proxy setting, therefore Chung cannot teach the limitation that the computer-executable code 
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fenced by the first embedded software facility is stored at a remote location from the web 

page, as required by claims 2, 9, 16, 18, and 22. 

As set forth above, Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider and 

withdraw the rejection of claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 9, 11-13, and 16-20. 

o ^^ffllrfm ^ 10 ?1-? .3TJnder^TI.S.C.§l03(al 

Claims 3, 10, and21-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103 (a) as being unpatentable over 
Chung in view of United States Patent No. 6,035,332 to Ingrassia, Jr. et al. (hereafter 
"ingrassia"). Applicant respectfully submits that Chung and Ingrassia, either alone or m 
combination, donot teach or «f.«-— 
including a reference to a source of compute,^ le cote for ***** r - ™* 
^ in aweb browser, as required by independent claims 1,4, 11, 17, and 21 and the, 

dependent claims. 

AS se, ford, above. Chung doc. no, teach or suggest the Smitation of a first -bedded 
M facility including a reference » . -roe - "f*^"* 
a tr^proty «*« in a web broker, as required by independent chums 1. 4. U. 17. and 21. 

a f • ^ rn frhunP Nowhere does Ingrassia mention any proxy 
Ingrassia fails to cure the deficiency of Chung. Nownereao & 11tfrt(>nf 

. • »v»+;t^r.irarV and svnchronize user activities on all type oi 

setting, Ingrassia only mentions that it can track ana syncnronix 

Z pages even me ones from proxy server, Since -ngnW* focus is tracker 

^ which is no, related to tracing user aeries on . web page. Ingrass* 

asource of cp^-e^M* ~* «• deternunmg at™, proxy seuutg. Tberefcre. 
Applicant respectfuUy submit, ft* Ingrassia doe. not te^h or suggest the 1— . ft* 
^i^a^^^maweb browser, as r^niredby pendent dan.s 1.4. U, 
17 and 21 . Hence, the combination of Chang and Ingrassia fails .0 teach or suggest ft. 
unction of a first embedded software faculty including a reference to , sourc . 

«h for - — W - ** m * «* "« 0 — ' M ^ * 

10, and 21-23. 
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With respect to claims 3, 10, and 23, the Examiner agrees that Chung does not teach the 
Hmitationofthe computer-executable 

is 8t ored at a remote location from the web page. The Examiner cited Ingrassia to each tfcs 
station in Fig. 2 with reference numeral 104K wilh second ID applet. Apphcant respeetfclly 

disagrees. 

One of ordinary skill in the art will appreciate that when a web page is requested from a 
browser application, the web page with its contents are downloaded and loaded into local 
raemory of the electronic device where the browser application resides so that the browser 
application may render the web page with its contents. When the web page includes an 
eldded software facility, such as an apple, the applet maybe downloaded to the electromc 
device as well. In Ingrassia, sessionid applet 128K, ft. applets 126K, and master applets 124K 
aredovvnloadedtomemoryllSKb^^ 

these applets. Therefore, these applets will be downloaded to memory U5K together w«h the 
web page. See Fig. 7, steps 706 and 708. Therefore, after the web page and the applets are 
downloaded, they are all stored in the same memory 1 15K. Furthermore, prior to the web 
browser requesting such a web page, web pages and applets for consumers are stored in 
consumer page repository 1 46 and web pages and applets for call center adminisfration users are 
stored in administration page repository. See Col. 6, lines 4-12. Additionally, both consumer 
page repository and administration page repository are both stored in or* locanon, hard disk umt 
154 See Col. 4, lines 24-26. Therefore, Ingrassia does not teach or suggest the computer- 
executable code referenced by the second embedded software facility is stored at a remote 
location from the web page, as required by claims 3, 10, and 23. 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that the combination of Chung and Ingrassia 
does not teach or suggest each and every limitation of claims 3, 10, and 21-23. Apphcant 
respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the rejection of clam* 3, 10, 
and 21-23. 

rrjMr . * 7. 14, ™h 1 < nnrter 35 U.S-C. &1P3M 

Claims 6, 7, 14, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C §l03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chung and Ingrassia in view of United States Patent No. 6,366,949 to Hubert (hereafter 
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"Hubert")- Applicant respectfully submits that the combination of Chung, Ingrassia and Hubert 
.onotteachorsuggestthelimitationofafirst . 
to a source of computer-executable code for ****** a trust pro* setting m a web browser, 
as required by independent claims 1, 4, 11, 17, and 21 and their dependent claims. 

As set forth above, the combination of Chung and Ingrassia fails to teach or suggest the 
notation ofafirst embedded software faciUty Eluding a reference to a source of 

code for determine a trust proxy settin g in a web browser. Applicant respectfuUy 

ofaproxy.therefore there is no motivation for Hubert to want to have any proxy semng, nono 

a „,rin ft FTirthermore Hubert does not teach or suggest computer-executable 
mention trust proxy settmg.FurtHermore,nuDBriu 

cede fcr deterrnimng . Tost proxy setting Ac*ordin g Iy, the c^btaation of Chung, Ingrassta. 
and Hubert, doc not ^ or suggest the limitation of a firs, embedded soft*- faetuty 
including . reference tc a source of ^<r««<A «* •» *— **» • '""'^ 
setting in a web browser, as required by 6, 7, 14, and 15. Applicant respectfully requests that the 
Examiner reconsider and withdraw the rejection of claims 6. 7, 14, and 15. 

In view of the above amendment, Applicant believes 4= pending application is In 

condition for allowance, 

Applicant believes no fee is due with this statement. However, if a fee is due, please 

charge our Deposit Account No. 12-0080, under Order No. SMQ-064 from which the 

undersigned is authorized to draw. 

Dated: August 17, 2005 Respectfully submitted 

•R y Wf/\.- d ■ \JU*~**-~~ 

John/S. Curran 
Registration No.: 50,445 
LAHIVE & COCKFIELD, LLP 
28 State Street 

Boston, Massachusetts 02109 

(617) 227-7400 
(617) 742-4214 (Fax) 
Attorney For Applicant 
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